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ABSTRACT 

INTERAGENCY COORDINATION STRUCTURES IN STABILIZATION AND 
RECONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS by Major Heather A. Levy, 95 pages. 
 
Examination of post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction operations (SRO) planning 
and execution following Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom has 
revealed critical shortfalls in the United States’ ability to conduct interagency operations 
and planning. This paper evaluates six interagency coordination structures: the Incident 
Command System, Provincial Reconstruction Teams, embedded Provincial 
Reconstruction Teams, USAID, Civil-Military Operations Center and the Vietnam-era 
Civil Organization for Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS). When evaluated 
with respect to the SRO criteria of legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness and unity 
of effort, two of these coordination structures show the greatest advantages: the ICS, 
commonly used for domestic interagency coordination, and CORDS, an integrated 
coordination structure that has not been repeated since Vietnam. This paper recommends 
that these structures be evaluated further for integration into SRO. The ICS, in particular, 
is already used by multiple agencies for coordination during emergency response to 
domestic disasters. The ICS integrates DoD, DHS, state and local agencies during 
disaster response, and could be adopted as an interagency coordination structure during 
stabilization and reconstruction operations. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Stabilization operations require active engagement in governance and 
development using unity of effort and concentration of effort between agencies to 
accomplish our goals. 

Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations 

― CGSC Guest Speaker, 2010 
 

Examination of post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction operations (SRO) 

planning and execution following Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi 

Freedom revealed critical shortfalls in the United States’ ability to conduct interagency 

operations and planning.

Introduction 

1 These shortfalls have been identified and noted by both USG 

personnel and independent organizations. In the former category, assessments from the 

Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the Special Inspector General for Iraq 

Reconstruction (SIGIR) identified interagency coordination as inadequate. The 

International Crisis Group (ICG), during its assessments in Afghanistan, identified poor 

interagency coordination and lack of unity as significant problems that compromise USG 

efforts in Afghanistan. This lack of interagency coordination extends from the strategic to 

the tactical level. The reports mentioned above, along with journal articles from 

prominent members of the Department of State (DoS) and the Department of Defense 

(DoD) have highlighted and promoted an increasing interest and concern in facilitating 

unity of effort between disparate federal and non-governmental agencies that contribute 

to SRO. This paper will describe and evaluate some of the potential interagency 
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coordination structures that could be used to facilitate interagency planning and 

operations in SRO. 

Potential solutions, in terms of interagency coordination structures, have been 

proposed and enacted at the strategic and operational level.2 This paper will briefly 

discuss some of these structures. At the tactical level of SRO, interagency coordination 

remains confusing and ineffective. A recent SIGIR report detailed the potential waste of 

$2 billion in programs due ultimately to poor interagency coordination at the tactical 

level.3  

Looking at “whole of government” coordination structures highlights the 

differences between interagency coordination at the strategic and tactical levels.

Strategic and Operational Level Coordination Structures 

4 At the 

strategic level, beginning with the National Security Council (NSC), interagency 

coordination structures are working to integrate across agencies. Under President Barack 

Obama’s Presidential Policy Directive (PPD) 1, for example, the NSC incorporates 

statutory members, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Director of Homeland Security. 

In addition, PPD-1 creates or continues a number of interagency policy committees 

designed to create unity of effort in USG strategic policy and to provide a breadth of 

analysis on particular issues.5 Specifically focusing on SRO, another government 

initiative designed to ensure unity of effort at the strategic and operational levels is the 

2005 National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) 44, which designates the State 

Department as the lead agency for all aspects of “reconstruction and stabilization 

assistance and related activities.” In this same document, DoS is given the requirement to 

coordinate its efforts with U.S. military plans and operations. To facilitate this mission, 
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DoS established the Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization 

(O/CRS), intended to be the single focus of SRO for the United States Government 

(USG). Since SRO require both military and diplomatic efforts, the lead agency must 

coordinate with DoD to successfully plan and conduct these operations.6

Ambassador Richard Holbrooke’s Afghanistan-Pakistan Task Force is another 

example of how a whole of government approach is starting to focus our interagency 

effort.

  

 7 This Task Force includes representatives from the Departments of State, 

Treasury, Defense, Agriculture, and Commerce, as well as many additional agency 

representatives. Ambassador Holbrooke’s mission is to coordinate across the entire USG 

to achieve US strategic goals in Afghanistan and Pakistan.8

Also at the operational level, Joint Forces Command (JFCOM), working with 

interagency partners, pioneered the Joint Interagency Coordination Group (JIACG). The 

JIACG’s role is to enhance interagency coordination by providing agency input to the 

Combatant Command (COCOM) planning staff, and to pass information back to the 

members’ respective agencies.

  

9

Another whole-of-government initiative at the operational level is the 2009 USG 

Integrated Civil-Military Campaign Plan for Support to Afghanistan. Signed by Ambassador 

Karl W. Eikenberry and GEN Stanley McChrystal, the plan is designed to provide unity of 

 The JIACG includes representatives of DoS, USAID, 

Department of the Treasury, Federal Bureau of Investigation, and other federal agencies. 

JIACG members provide an IA perspective to the military planning and execution process. 

They also serve as liaisons to their respective departments, providing their agency leadership 

with information on the military objectives and potential tasks for the IA in conjunction with 

these operations. The JIACG is an example of a higher level coordination structure designed 

to integrate military and interagency elements at the COCOM level.  
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effort between agencies operating in Afghanistan. The plan gives interagency objectives to 

military and interagency personnel and units. This document lays out priorities at the 

national, provincial, and community level. It also emphasizes the importance of civil-military 

integration at all levels.10  

The coordination structures described above show the importance that interagency 

coordination has to our strategic and operational efforts. This paper will not evaluate any 

of these structures in detail. Although interagency coordination provides for common 

objectives and operations at the strategic and operational levels of war, this effort does 

not always filter down to the tactical level. At the tactical level, Brigade Combat Teams 

(BCTs) and Battalions interact with Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs), non-

governmental organizations (NGOs), United States Agency for International 

Development (USAID) personnel, host nation city and village leaders, and 

intergovernmental organizations (IGOs).

Interagency Coordination Shortfalls at the Tactical Level 

11

At the tactical level, it is clear that different agencies do not always understand 

one another’s goals and missions, and are unable to translate similar strategic objectives 

into consolidated tactical level goals and initiatives.

 Lack of interagency coordination structures at 

this level causes a variety of challenges to strategic communication, security, and 

prioritization of resources. This disconnect can also be confusing and frustrating to host 

nation city and village leaders who receive different information and guidance from 

representatives of different agencies. This paper will focus on evaluating coordination 

structures that attempt to ensure unity of effort between multiple agencies at the tactical 

level in the same area of operations.  

12 This became clear during SRO in 
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Taji, Iraq, in 2006. Most of the actors in the area--USG, multinational, and NGO alike--

would agree that they support the increased professionalism of the Iraqi Police, including 

better facilities. But on the ground this does not always translate into unity of effort and 

certainly not into a coordinated stabilization plan. One example appears in efforts 

directed at the Iraqi Police (IP) Forces. Near Taji, Iraq, in 2006 there were several 

concurrent reconstruction projects. A United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 

sponsored a local contractor to construct a community police station; the BCT emplaced 

traffic control points in conjunction with IP requests; the Iraq PRT funded purchases of 

buildings for police headquarters in other areas; and the Police Transition Team 

recommended yet another course of action. One agency funded the purchase of a 

complicated, linked 911-type emergency system. A different agency, however, involved 

with training local police dispatchers identified specific logistics impediments to the 

installation of the 911-type system. The city police chief constantly received conflicting 

offers and recommendations for his security plan, all from agencies trying to achieve 

similar objectives.13

Stuart W. Bowen, Jr., in his report The Special Inspector General for Iraqi 

Reconstruction noticed a similar series of issues in an audit of civil police training in 

Afghanistan and Iraq.

 The lack of coordination wasted time, money, and effort, and 

demonstrated some of the worst aspects of a complicated bureaucracy. A coordination 

structure designed to facilitate unity of effort may have identified these conflicts early. It 

also could have helped the agencies develop a plan to integrate their capabilities and 

assist the Iraqi Police in a unified manner. 

14 In both locations, the lack of interagency coordination and 

defined responsibilities led to poor oversight and the potential waste of $2 billion. 
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Following the audit in Afghanistan, the entire responsibility for civil police training was 

given to DoD for management. In Iraq, in contrast, a similar audit resulted in the turnover 

of the civil police training program to DoS. In both cases, the problems stemmed from 

what Bowen called “balkanized, ad hoc structures.”15 

The primary research question for this paper is “what are the best interagency 

coordination structures for use between DoD and other agencies in stabilization and 

reconstruction operations (SRO) at the tactical level?” This paper will also address the 

following secondary research questions: 

Primary and Secondary Research Questions 

1. How do agencies currently coordinate with one another in SRO at the tactical 

level?  

2. What are other possible tactical-level coordination structures for interagency 

coordination? To what extent have these structures been used in SRO? What are their 

strengths and weaknesses? 

3. What criteria are relevant to evaluation of coordination structures in SRO?  

This paper assumes that the coordination structures, as described in doctrine or 

policy papers, are fully manned and deployable in accordance with the direction of the 

parent agency. This assumption is valid since this paper is designed to evaluate the 

models, rather than their likelihood of full personnel strength. It is necessary to make this 

assumption in order to avoid the current discussions of whether DoD should, by reason of 

Assumptions 
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deployable personnel, take the lead in stabilization operations, a topic which is outside 

the scope of this paper. 

Interagency policy and military doctrine regarding interagency coordination are 

rapidly changing and emerging; the information used in this study was collected and 

analyzed as of April 2010. This study is limited to using published coordination 

structures for coordination. There are many different coordination structures used for 

interagency coordination; due to time and space constraints this paper will only evaluate 

six of these structures. These six structures were identified through a selection process 

designed to include the maximum variety of coordination organizations in terms of type 

and lead agency. This selection process will be described in chapter 3. 

Limitations 

This thesis is focused on identifying structures at BCT and battalion level. It will 

not address strategic or operational level interagency coordination or planning. This study 

will only consider USG missions which involve the military and additional USG 

agencies, and which involve the attempt to rebuild/create a host nation government, while 

simultaneously establishing security. DoS, and most USG civilian agencies refer to these 

as “stabilization and reconstruction operations (SRO),” and this is the term that this paper 

will adopt as a generic term. When referring to DoD-specific doctrine, this paper will use 

the DoD term “stability operations.” 

Delimitations 
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SRO have been steadily gaining in national importance since the end of the Cold 

War, and are likely to continue as a significant aspect of the United States’ foreign policy 

over the next decade. The National Defense Strategy describes the importance of 

“collaboration with interagency and international partners” as the Department of Defense 

conducts stability operations.

Significance of Thesis 

16

                                                 
1Andrew Burton, “Developing a Whole-of-Government Approach to Complex 

Problems,” http://doclib.jfsc.ndu.edu/2007Burton.pdf (accessed 6 October 2009). 

 The United States Government has focused on developing 

“whole of government” initiatives that provide for interagency planning and coordination 
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improving USG effectiveness and efficiency in SRO.  

2David C. Gompert, Reconstruction under Fire: Unifying Civil and Military 
Counterinsurgency (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2009), 132. 

3Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction Operations, “Applying Iraq’s 
Hard Lessons” (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 2010), 32-36. 

4Clark A. Murdock and Michele Flournoy, Beyond Goldwater-Nichols: U.S. 
Government and Defense Reform for a New Strategic Era (Phase 2 Report, Center for 
Strategic and International Studies, 2005), 2-3. 

5The White House, “Presidential Policy Directive 1” (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, 2009)  

6Nora Bensahel, Olga Oliker, and Heather Peterson. Improving Capacity for 
Stabilization and Reconstruction (Santa Monica, CA: RAND Corporation, 2009), 46-48. 

7The White House, White Paper of the Interagency Policy Group's Report on U.S. 
Policy toward Afghanistan and Pakistan, www.whitehouse.gov (accessed 12 November 
2009).  
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8Congressional Research Service, “Pakistan-US Relations” (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, 2009), 5-6. 

9United States Joint Forces Command, Commander's Handbook for the Joint 
Interagency Coordination Group (Suffolk, VA: Joint Warfighting Center, 2007), vi. 

10Embassy of the United States of America, Kabul/U.S. Forces Afghanistan, 
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11Murdock and Flournoy, 2. 

12Gompert, 82-85. 

13101st Commander, “1/101st Commanders Update” (PowerPoint Presentation, 
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14Stuart W. Bowen, Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction, Testimony 
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Need: Coordinating Stabilization and Reconstruction in Contingency Operations” 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 22 February 2010), 4. 

15Ibid., 3. 

16Department of Defense, National Defense Strategy (Washington, DC: 
Government Printing Office, 2008), 8. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The previous chapter gave a short overview of interagency coordination at the 

different levels of war and explained some of the problems with coordination structures 

at the tactical level. This chapter will describe some of the references available for 

identifying interagency coordination structures in the USG today; the goals of 

interagency coordination, which are the same at all levels of operation; and how these 

coordination structures have worked in practice. The final two groups of references 

comprise those which advocate criteria that this paper will use in analyzing the strengths 

and weaknesses of the coordination structures; and those which provide insight on how 

each of the coordination structures fulfils those criteria.  

There are several categories of literature that I have analyzed for this thesis. The 

first group of resources is comprised of joint doctrine and interagency policy, which are 

emerging rapidly to meet the current challenges of coordination and DoD-interagency 

planning. This includes the National Incident Management System (NIMS) core 

documents from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), USAID’s 

Civilian-Military Cooperation Policy, the Secretary of Reconstruction and Stability 

Operations’ basic guidelines, and DoD’s joint doctrine. Each of these resources includes 

a unique and critical perspective of the respective agency’s goals and structure, and its 

methods for interagency and multinational coordination.  

The second category includes the articles and studies covering unity of effort in 

general, and its relevance to COIN from the strategic to the tactical level. These resources 

illuminate the aspects of coordination structures that provide the most contribution to 
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achieving unity of effort. This group of resources includes articles and monographs on 

the theoretical importance of unity of effort in COIN, and specific analyses on 

interagency teams in reconstruction and stabilization scenarios. Overall, these references 

lay out the tremendous value that interagency coordination can bring to stabilization 

efforts in a hostile or semi-permissive environment. These works articulate the strategic 

and operational importance of interagency coordination structures, and the value-added 

from interagency teams. They give the theoretical and strategic underpinnings that 

emphasize the importance of unity of effort, especially in areas where civilian agencies 

require military assistance. 

The third category of references that contribute to this paper are evaluations of 

specific coordination structures and models. These are important in selecting 

coordination structures for evaluation, and in ascertaining some of the advantages and 

disadvantages of the coordination structures which were selected. These references 

include articles, books, and memorandums covering lessons learned on how some of 

these coordination structures worked in practice. This set of resources includes a 

historical look at the Vietnam-era Civil Organization for Revolutionary Development 

Support (CORDS), internal FEMA “after action reports” evaluating the results of the 

Incident Command System (ICS), and papers evaluating coordination structures in the 

Philippines, Afghanistan, Africa, Iraq, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). 

Fourth, this paper used a group of resources to identify criteria that will be 

important in analyzing the coordination structures. These criteria were based on agency 

and strategist analyses of what characteristics are important in SRO. These references 
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include counterinsurgency-focused articles and books which detail the importance of 

certain criteria when developing reconstruction and stabilization plans and operations. 

Finally, this chapter will describe those references which assess how the 

coordination structures under consideration meet or fail to meet the proposed evaluation 

criteria. These references include after action reports generated by internal committees 

from agencies that manage the coordination structures, Government Accountability 

Office reports, RAND studies, testimony before Congress, and independent articles 

evaluating agency performance.  

This paper references policy and doctrine both generated by, and describing, 

coordination structures used by the Departments of State, Defense, and Homeland 

Security, and subordinate agencies of those departments. This specifically includes 

USAID and FEMA, both of which document their methods of coordinating with outside 

agencies. 

Policy and Doctrine 

By Presidential directive, DoS acknowledges and is recognized as the lead agency 

for SRO. For this reason, this paper will use the DoS term “stabilization and 

reconstruction operations (SRO),” except when specifically referring to DoD “stability” 

doctrine. In the role of lead federal agency, DoS is rapidly codifying and producing new 

policy and guidelines concerning these operations1--including incorporating military 

liaisons at various levels of DoS management, placing DoS liaisons at Combatant 

Commander (COCOM) level within the military, delineating coordination structures, 

creating civil-military cooperation sections within the United States Institute for Peace 

(USIP) and USAID, and training military cooperation measures at the Foreign Studies 
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Institute. These actions are described in both department policy, and evaluations of 

agency policies conducted by sources outside the departments. Externally, RAND has 

published several key studies on DoS’s role in SRO: Improving Capacity in Stabilization 

and Reconstruction, and Integrating Civilian Agencies in Stability Operations. These 

reference DoS team organization, and shortfalls that challenge the department’s ability to 

provide sufficient resources and personnel. Internally, USAID’s “Civilian-Military 

Cooperation Policy” details the agency’s commitment to a “whole of government” 

approach and outlines its guiding principles:  

Cooperation with the DoD will not divert USAID resources away from its 
development mission or the principles of effective development assistance. 
USAID is the lead U.S. government agency for U.S. foreign assistance planning 
and programming. It works in fragile states and post-conflict environments which 
often require program adjustments without compromise of its overarching mission 
to improve the capacity of local institutions, improve the host country’s ability to 
assure stability, and achieve sustainable development.2

The United States Institute for Peace has published the 2009 Guiding Principles 

for Stabilization and Reconstruction, a manual which “seeks to provide a foundation for 

decision-makers, planners, and practitioners--both international and host nation--to 

construct priorities for specific missions.”

  

3

The Department of Defense has likewise both internal doctrine and external 

evaluations and recommendations for its conduct of stability operations, the military 

equivalent of reconstruction and stabilization. The Army Field Manual (FM) Stability 

 This, again, shows the commitment of the 

civilian agencies involved in SRO, though it also generates concerns about whether or not 

true “unity of effort” is possible between DoD and other agencies. USIP does not 

describe coordination structures below the strategic level, but does delineate the 

conditions which make unity of effort possible at any level of coordination. 
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Operations covers many of the military tasks and missions that comprise stability, 

including coordination with civilian agencies and the importance of unity of effort in this 

type of operation.4

RAND’s studies have given insight to the Department of Defense role as well, 

including The Role of the Department of Defense in the Provincial Reconstruction Team. 

These studies have generally focused on strategic and operational-level coordination, 

from the COCOM level down to the Division level. They briefly discuss but do not focus 

on the BCT and Battalion level, where military forces interact with other agencies and 

village-level leaders. Many of the military’s lessons learned have been integrated into 

emerging doctrine and journal articles.  

 FM 3-24, Counterinsurgency Operations, also describes interagency 

coordination in detail. 

Interagency coordination structures go beyond DoS and DoD agencies. FEMA 

has an extensive series of documents describing its USG-mandated structures, beginning 

with the National Interagency Management System, and continuing with other papers and 

memoranda covering the Incident Command System. Many of these were available 

online as part of the nationwide training program for emergency responders, mandated by 

the National Response Framework of 2008. Though these documents only apply 

domestically, they provide additional insight on integrating federal agencies, local 

government, NGOs and other entities under one “unified command.”  

The second group of references addresses the question of why and how to take a 

unity of effort approach at problem-solving, both in general and particularly for COIN 

operations. The National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007 emphasizes the 

Unity of Effort 
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importance of “enhancing the integration of civilian capabilities of the executive branch 

with the capabilities of the Armed Forces to enhance the achievement of United States 

national security goals and objectives.”

This goal can be seen in the Afghanistan-Pakistan Interagency Working Group’s 

White Paper, which begins with a comment that USG strategy “will have no chance of 

success without better civil-military coordination by U.S. agencies,” emphasizing the 

growing importance of unity of effort in our national policy.

5 

6

In his 2006 article “A Three-Pillar Approach to Counterinsurgency,” David 

Kilcullen argues that  

 A look at other references 

in this category reveals some of the reasoning behind this focus on interagency 

coordination. 

“unity of command” (between agencies or among government and non-
government actors) means little in this environment. Instead, we need to create 
“unity of effort” at best, and collaboration or deconfliction at least. This depends 
less on a shared command and control hierarchy, and more on a shared diagnosis 
of the problem, platforms for collaboration, information sharing and 
deconfliction.

His article contains initial thoughts on the importance of unity of effort in SRO, and 

provides insights to potential evaluation characteristics of coordination structures.  

7 

David Gompert from the RAND Corporation also analyzes the need for a whole 

of government approach in COIN in the 2009 monograph Reconstruction under fire: 

unifying civil and military counterinsurgency. Gompert investigates methods for 

increasing security of “civilian COIN” missions, where civilian agencies provide 

essential services to a country despite a significant insurgent threat. The monograph looks 

at three studies: one each in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Democratic Republic of the Congo 

(DRC). In areas where insurgents and military forces are contesting for control, this 
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monograph argues that whenever possible, civilian organizations co-locate in “hubs” that 

can be easily secured, and that the military provide mobile security for distributed civil 

COIN needs which must be dispersed across the province or country. It highlights the 

importance of information-sharing between civil-military groups at the tactical level, and 

emphasizes the importance of improving the government’s legitimacy, effectiveness, and 

reach.8  

There are many references in the third category, which included descriptions and 

analysis of various coordination structures used by the USG, Canada, and Australia to 

ensure unity of effort in domestic and international operations. Some of the articles and 

books that describe coordination structures are referenced in more detail in chapter 3, 

which describes six of these structures in more detail. Even those references that describe 

coordination structures that are not incorporated into chapter 3 provided some input to the 

types of coordination that have been used for collaboration between various agencies. 

Specific Coordination Structures and Models 

CORDS was one of the most significant interagency coordination successes. 

Patrick Howell describes this Vietnam-era operation in his 2009 monograph Unraveling 

CORDS: Lessons learned from a joint inter-agency task force (JIATF). He details the 

creation and operations of CORDS during different phases of the conflict in Vietnam, 

focusing on the method of leadership, which he describes as varying from whole of 

government to lead agency. Al Hemingway’s article, “CORDS: Winning Hearts and 

Minds in Vietnam,” also provided information on CORDS and its advantages and 

disadvantages. In an analysis of a more contemporary campaign, Roy Devesa provides 

additional information on similar coordination structures in the Philippines in his 
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Assessment of the Philippine counterinsurgency operational methodology. Several 

current articles comparing CORDS with operations in Afghanistan also provide insight 

on the program’s advantages and disadvantages.  

Several different analyses of Provincial Reconstruction Teams provide additional 

insight into coordination structures in Iraq and Afghanistan. Michael McNerney evaluates 

the unity of effort that PRTs manage in Afghanistan in his Parameters article 

“Stabilization and Reconstruction in Afghanistan: Are PRTs a Model or a Muddle?” He 

comes to the conclusion that additional support and internal clarity are required to make 

the PRTs truly effective.9

Canadian Major Ronald Fitzgerald, in his SAMS monograph on the Canadian 

Strategic Advisory Team, describes how a small, interagency team can have a 

tremendous impact on SRO. His analysis is limited, however, to this single team, and not 

to interaction between multiple agencies which already have their own teams in place.

 The International Security Assistance Force’s Provincial 

Reconstruction Team Handbook also provides an overview and specific examples of 

Afghan PRT successes and failures. Finally, a RAND study on The Role of the 

Department of Defense in Provincial Reconstruction Teams includes additional insights 

on interagency coordination structures. 

10

Theoretical coordination structures are also relevant to evaluation. The 

Interagency Management System, approved in 2008 for interagency coordination in SRO, 

is described in Developing the United States Government’s Interagency Management 

System for Reconstruction and Stabilization: A Work in Progress. This document lays out 

 

This is a common theme in successful examples of a whole of government approach –that 

a team created as an interagency unit, like CORDS and PRTs, can be very successful. 
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the strategic, operational, and tactical components that are developing as interagency 

coordination structures. At the tactical level, the Advance Civilian Team “is designed to 

coordinate and support the execution of U.S. plans for reconstruction and stabilization 

under the authority of the chief of mission in the crisis country. The team can operate 

with or without U.S. military involvement.” Though these teams and their support 

systems are still being finalized, the structure is likely to be a part of future SRO.11

Another theoretical coordination structure is the proposed United States Office of 

Contingency Operations (USOCO). This structure was suggested in the 2010 report of 

the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR). This structure, like 

CORDS, would integrate personnel from different agencies into a single structure, with a 

mission to respond to overseas contingencies in the full spectrum of operations

  

12. 

The selection of evaluation criteria was one of the most critical aspects of this 

paper. This fourth group of resources included agency and strategist analyses of what 

characteristics are important in SRO. These references include counterinsurgency-

focused articles and books which detail the importance of certain criteria when 

developing reconstruction and stabilization plans and operations. Agency analyses of the 

important characteristics of SRO include USAID’s Civil-Military Cooperation, which 

described the importance of legitimacy and reach as the most critical aspects of 

stabilization operations. The Department of Defense also detailed important 

considerations in both Stability Operations and Counterinsurgency Operations. The 

United States Insitute for Peace (USIP) has published its own Guiding Principles for 

Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations. This paper also considered independent 

Criteria 
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sources which discuss SRO, including David Kilcullen’s article “Three Pillars of 

Counterinsurgency,” John Nagl’s Learning to Eat Soup With a Knife: Counterinsurgency 

Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam, and Dale Andrade’s Military Review article 

“CORDS/Phoenix, Counterinsurgency Lessons from Vietnam for the Future.” 

The final set of references are those which illuminate how the coordination 

structures under consideration meet or fail to meet the proposed evaluation criteria. These 

references include after action reports generated by internal committees from agencies 

that manage the coordination structures, Government Accountability Office reports, 

RAND studies, and independent articles evaluating agency performance.  

Assessments 

Testimony before Congress and associated reports provided an essential 

component of assessment. James R. Kunder, USAID Assistant Administrator for Asia 

and the Near East, testified on “USAID’s Progress in Helping the People of 

Afghanistan,” which provided information on USAID efforts in SRO. The Special 

Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction, Stuart Bowen, Jr., testified before Congress 

that “poor coordination and weak integration . . . continue to inhibit SRO execution.”13 

His full report, Applying Iraq’s Hard Lessons to the Reform of Stabilization and 

Reconstruction Operations, discussed the shortfalls in interagency coordination structures 

below the operational level, resulting in reduced effectiveness of USG policies and 

strategies.14 Mark Schneider testified on the results of the International Crisis Group’s 

assessments in Afghanistan, which included insights on interagency coordination 

structures, and Seth Jones testified on RAND Corporation’s observations on the same 

topic.  
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The above-described literature covers many aspects of tactical-level coordination 

structures in SRO. Shortfalls arise, however, in the area of assessment. Many references 

assess individual coordination structures in SRO, but very little literature exists which 

compares the success of different coordination structures in similar environments. This 

paper may fill some of that gap. 

Literature shortfalls 

This chapter describes some of the literature available for identifying interagency 

coordination structures in the USG today; the goals of interagency coordination, which 

are the same at all levels of operation; and how these coordination structures have worked 

in practice. The final two groups of references comprise those which advocate criteria 

that this paper will use in analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of the coordination 

structures; and those which provide insight on how each of the coordination structures 

fulfils those criteria. These references include agency policy and doctrine, articles and 

books by agency representatives and external sources, and testimony before Congress 

discussing strengths and weaknesses in the US conduct of SRO. 

Summary 

The next chapter will explain the methodology that will be used to answer the 

research questions. It will identify several of the coordination structures that are currently 

being used for interagency coordination, and describe them in detail. In order to identify 

the best structures, this chapter will go on to identify relevant and significant criteria that 

are important to coordination structures. The analysis of the coordination structures in the 

light of the evaluation criteria then leads to the identification of strengths and weaknesses 

of the coordination structures, and to the final recommendations of this thesis. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The previous chapter described some of the references that are available to 

describe tactical-level interagency coordination structures in SRO and the literature 

which assesses these coordination structures. It also described references which advocate 

evaluation criteria which this paper will use in analyzing the strengths and weaknesses of 

the coordination structures.  

This chapter will explain the methodology that will be used to answer the primary 

and secondary research questions. Many different coordination methods exist within the 

context of SRO. These range from voluntary coordination among participants to a formal 

agreement between agencies. This chapter will describe some of the interagency 

coordination structures that are being used in SRO, and identify six of those structures 

that will be subjected to more detailed analysis. It will then identify relevant and 

significant criteria that are important to identifying the strengths and weaknesses of these 

coordination structures. This chapter will discuss how the coordination structures and 

evaluation criteria were selected, then describe the conduct of the analysis. It will also 

identify the most significant strengths and weaknesses of this methodology.  

The shifting priorities and techniques in both military and interagency programs 

offered a large number of coordination structures from which to choose. For purposes of 

brevity, this paper will present and evaluate six of those coordination structures. Four of 

them are currently in use in SRO, one in humanitarian assistance, and one has been used 

Selection of Coordination Structures 
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in SRO in the past. These six structures were selected with three considerations in mind. 

First, the coordination structures are all viable, in the sense that they have been used to 

some degree of success in SRO or humanitarian assistance operations. Second, some of 

the coordination structures come from the main participants in SRO: USAID, DoS, and 

DoD, and represent a variety of agencies. Third, the coordination structures vary in type: 

parallel command, integrated, or unified command. As seen in Multinational Command 

Relationships, coordination structures with parallel command have each member 

reporting to his or her own chain of command, with limited authority to the leader of the 

coordination structure. The same doctrine describes an integrated coordination structure 

involves team members officially assigned to the coordination structure, with 

responsibility and authority invested solely in the team leader. A unified command, as 

described in the National Incident Management System, gives members of the command 

team authority over disparate agencies, but the command team must come to a consensus 

on taskings, goals, and objectives.  

The six coordination structures selected provide the maximum variety possible in 

terms of lead agency and type. Selecting six coordination structures is intended to include 

a broad variety of coordination structures, while keeping the sample size small enough to 

allow for a detailed look at each coordination structure. The selection process will be 

discussed in detail later in this chapter. In the analysis phase, this paper discusses other 

coordination structures which are not presented in detail, but which are similar in 

environment, type, and lead agency to the six coordination structures that are the focus of 

this evaluation. 
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Once the coordination structures have been presented, this paper will discuss five 

evaluation criteria that will be identified and described later in this chapter. These criteria 

were selected based on principles which were reflected in both DoS and DoD documents 

as important for SRO, and which were discussed in outside assessments as strengths or 

weaknesses of interagency coordination. The criteria originated in three sources: 

principles of SRO that are part of DoS policy; principles of stability operations in 

accordance with DoD doctrine; and the overarching principle of “unity of effort” as 

directed by presidential guidance and as identified by several assessments as critical to 

SRO. Each of the six coordination structures will be examined with respect to the criteria, 

identifying strengths and weaknesses for each coordination structure. This analysis leads 

to a comparison of the coordination structures’ advantages and disadvantages, and 

identifies the results of the research questions, recommendations, and avenues for future 

research.  

Evaluation Criteria and Analysis 

Other criteria do exist for stabilization and reconstruction operations. For 

example, effectiveness is one of DoS’s principles of stabilization. This criterion was not 

analyzed as it was too general to permit a detailed analysis and changed with different 

situational variables. DoD doctrine provides a wealth of criteria that are relevant to what 

it calls stability operations, but many of these, such as restraint, are military-specific. This 

paper selected only criteria that could be effectively analyzed without respect to the 

particular situation in which the coordination structure was used, that apply to all the 

coordination structures under consideration, and which are endorsed by multiple 

agencies. 
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The primary strength of this methodology lies in the inclusion of coordination 

structures from a breadth of sources, including current and historical examples from 

different agencies. The inclusion of a variety of perspectives allows this analysis to 

identify the strengths in several different coordination structures, and circumstances that 

might be particularly favorable to these strengths.  

Methodology 

This methodology also exhibits some weaknesses. Many of the models are still 

evolving or vary slightly from region to region. This could result in an evaluation that 

does not accurately reflect changes made in the application of coordination structures. 

This is a weakness by design. Comparing six coordination structures provides sufficient 

breadth without becoming unwieldy. Attempting to identify all the permutations of a 

particular coordination structure would have made this paper too cumbersome given 

constraints on time and length. This paper did incorporate after action reports and 

evaluations conducted by the agencies whenever possible. These documents were used to 

assist in identifying strengths and weaknesses, not to alter the coordination structure as 

described in policy and doctrine.  

There are six specific coordination structures that this paper will compare as 

possibilities for interagency coordination in SRO. This study considered a number of 

coordination structures for analysis. The primary criterion for selection was to use a 

variety of significant coordination structures from as many agencies as possible, focusing 

on those which are major contributors to SRO. Coordination structures were only 

selected if they worked at the tactical level. The Department of State has several 

Coordination Structure Selection 
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coordination structures that were candidates for this paper: embedded PRTs, PRTs, and 

Forward Advance Civil Teams (FACTs). FACTs are described briefly, later in this 

chapter, as the proposed updated structure to the Iraq PRT, but there is no assessment yet 

of FACT operations, so it was not included as one of the structures in this analysis. In 

addition, the ePRT and Iraq PRT are two of the most widely used interagency 

coordination structures used in SRO today. The Department of Defense coordination 

structures under consideration included their CMOC, which has been the primary method 

of civil-military coordination run by DoD elements since 2003. USAID’s current 

coordination structure was also selected. This structure has been in place for the past 40 

years, making it the only viable representative coordination structure for USAID. One of 

these structures came from the Department of Homeland Security (DHS): the Incident 

Command System. This was included because it is the single interagency coordination 

structure used domestically, it has been used for the past 5 years, and as a DHS structure, 

its inclusion added breadth to the structures under consideration. Finally, as the only 

example of an integrated command system for interagency coordination, this paper will 

analyze CORDS. Other proposed integrated structures, such as the notional USOCO, 

have no possible assessments at this time. The coordination structures selected for 

analysis are listed in table 1. 
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Table 1. Coordination Structures 

Model Approach Lead Agency  
Incident Command System (ICS) Unified  DHS 
Embedded Provincial Reconstruction 
Team (ePRT) 
 

Unified/parallel DoS 

Provincial Reconstruction Team (Iraq 
PRT) 
 

Unified/parallel DoS 

Civil Organization for Revolutionary 
Development Support (CORDS) 

Integrated DoS  

United States Agency for International 
Development (USAID) 

Parallel DoS 

Civil-Military Operations Center 
(CMOC) 

Parallel DoD 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

The first coordination structure evaluated in this paper is the Department of 

Homeland Security’s Incident Command System (ICS), a federally mandated structure 

that provides for unified command and interagency coordination / planning for domestic 

disasters. The ICS coordination structure is a part of the National Incident Management 

System, which includes common terminology and exercise requirements.  

Incident Command System 

The Incident Command System is designed to bring a variety of domestic 

agencies under the same umbrella of command during a natural or man-made disaster. It 

begins with a common terminology and structure, and is set up to provide unity of 

command among disparate agencies. As described in the Incident Command System’s 

core document, the National Incident Management System (NIMS):  

As a system, ICS is extremely useful; not only does it provide an 
organizational structure for incident management, but it also guides the process 



 28 

for planning, building, and adapting that structure. Using ICS for every incident 
or planned event helps hone and maintain skills needed for the large-scale 
incidents.1

ICS is used by all levels of government--Federal, State, tribal, and local--as well 

as by many NGOs and the private sector. ICS is also applicable across disciplines. It is 

normally structured to facilitate activities in five major functional areas: Command, 

Operations, Planning, Logistics, and Finance/Administration.

  

2 At the highest level, it also 

contains a “unified command” team, which consists of a Federal Coordinating Officer, 

State Coordinating Officer, and Defense Coordinating Officer. These three 

representatives agree on joint objectives and strategy, and dictate taskings along their 

individual chains of command. Unified command, therefore, is not what DoD would 

describe as command, but rather a unity of effort mechanism among disparate agencies.

The ICS, therefore, has several distinct advantages as a coordination structure--it 

was created specifically to integrate units with different command structures. In addition, 

it operates at the operational and tactical level. This study will evaluate the JFO-level 

system, rather than emergency response activities conducted in accordance with the ICS. 

Looking at this aspect of the ICS allows this study to make a more direct comparison of 

interagency planning and coordination in a broader environment than a single disaster 

response.  

3 

The second coordination structure is an embedded system, such as that used by 

the embedded Provincial Reconstruction Teams (ePRT), which are integrated into the 

BCT special staff. Smaller than an Iraq PRT, the ePRT consists of four core members (a 

team leader, senior development specialist, civil affairs officer, and bilingual-bicultural 

ePRT 
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adviser), 8-12 civilian specialists and several military officers. They are designed to 

operate within either an Army Brigade Combat Team (BCTs) or a Marine Corps 

Regiment., and receive security support from that unit.

The “embedded” Provincial Reconstruction Team (ePRT) embodies one of the 

initiatives designed to ensure unity of effort at the provincial and village level. This 

design integrated the Iraq PRT structure into the Brigade Combat Team (BCT) staff, 

wherever the BCT commander deems appropriate. In some BCTs the ePRT was placed 

under the Civil Affairs officer. In other units, the ePRT was incorporated into the BCT as 

a separate staff section under the Brigade Executive Officer or Deputy Commander. This 

integrated coordination structure provides the tremendous advantage of placing the 

individuals responsible for USAID, DoS, and DoD efforts together in the same physical 

area.

4 

5 In Iraq, the ePRT and the BCT operate under a Joint Command Plan, with the 

ePRT responsible for the lead in political and economic initiatives, and the BCT leading 

in security, reconciliation, and movement issues.6  

Third, this paper will evaluate the non-embedded Provincial Reconstruction 

Teams. Included with this coordination structure are the proposed Forward Advance Civil 

Teams (FACTs), a new evolution of the PRTs designed to operate without military 

augmentation.  

PRTs 

Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) have evolved into a coordination 

structure with the Brigade Combat Teams that is worthy of study in this paper, though 

certainly not an overarching solution. In 2008-2009, U.S. military forces increased their 

transition rate, transferring control of security operations to Iraqi Security Forces (ISF), 
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comprised of Iraqi Army, Iraqi Police, Infrastructure Security Battalions, and other local 

security forces. During this process, the PRTs gradually emerged as the lead entity 

coordinating SRO, with US and ISF providing assistance along the security line of 

operations. This transition to Iraq PRT lead, in terms of USG support to Iraq, is 

tremendously important, but may not have the potential to be a coordination structure for 

a less secure environment. 

Also under this heading, this paper will briefly discuss the DoS Advance Civilian 

Teams (ACT) and Field Advance Civilian Teams (FACT), which are distinguishable in 

their composition in that they are civilian-only teams, without the military fills in 

security, engineering, leadership, and other positions. As described in a 2009 RAND 

Study, Improving Capacity in Stabilization and Reconstruction, Field Advance Civilian 

Teams (FACTs) are similar to the Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) deployed in 

Afghanistan and Iraq. The key difference is that FACTs consist only of civilians, whereas 

Iraq PRT staff are a mix of civilian and military personnel. Part of the rationale for 

civilian-only teams is that such teams can be deployed with or without military personnel, 

depending on the situation.  

ACTs and FACTs could be deployed in support of a UN peacekeeping mission 
without U.S. military participation. When U.S. military forces are present, ACTs 
and FACTs would mirror the military command structure, including the areas of 
operation. Where possible, the teams would be collocated with counterpart 
military units and would exchange liaison officers with those units. When the 
teams must operate in an insecure environment, it is hard to imagine that they 
would not require additional military staff beyond liaison officers, especially to 
provide security.

Due to their similar structure, nature, and challenges to coordination, FACT and 

ACT will not be discussed separately from the PRTs. The challenge for village-level 

coordination structures is not how the Iraq PRT, ACT, or FACT is organized, but rather 

7 
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how that team coordinates with military, local, and other agency teams and 

representatives in the area. 

The fourth coordination structure is the Vietnam-era Civil Organization for 

Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS), which was created as an integrated 

interagency organization. At the tactical level, CORDS’s coordination structures included 

a provincial advisory team, which worked with the Vietnamese province chief, who 

supervised both the provincial government, provincial militia, and local militias in the 

villages. The Provincial Advisory Team (PAT) was comprised of three parts--a province-

wide area development section, a plans and operations section, and District Advisory 

Teams (DATs). The area development section included public health experts, engineers, 

community development experts, education specialists, and agriculturists. In addition to 

these civilian experts, area development included the CIA’s Rural Development cadre, 

military civil affairs teams, the Joint US Public Affairs Office’s field psychological 

operations teams, and any other agencies operating in the province.

CORDS 

8

The DATs worked for the province senior advisor, and advised the Vietnamese 

District Chief. They coordinated the area development programs with the district chief, 

and advised the chief on civil and military programs within the district. Any military 

advising teams that trained Vietnamese military forces in the district were also assigned 

to the DAT.

  

9

The PATs and DATs emerged as interagency coordintion structures during the 

Vietnman war. From 1964-5, nearly each of the 243 provinces in South Vietnam had 

 As the tactical-level coordination structures in CORDS, the PATs and 

DATs will be analyzed in this paper.  
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advisors from multiple civilian agencies providing different recommendations regarding 

the pacification effort. In 1966, however, President Johnson appointed a single Special 

Assistant to coordinate and supervise all “civil and military programs” in South Vietnam. 

It would take another 18 months and direct Presidental intervention before the various 

civilian agencies came together under the newly created Civil Organization for 

Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS). CORDS was a stand-alone coordination 

structure that incorporated members of various agencies under a single team and 

leadership. Eight agencies (Defense, State, USAID, CIA, USIS, Treasury and Health-

Education-Welfare and Agriculture) involved with pacification ceded control of their 

resources and personnel to a single person, Ambassador Robert Komer.10 CORDS has 

been touted as an ideal coordination structure for coordination between various agencies, 

but its structure would be difficult to duplicate on short notice, and it didn’t specifically 

include nongovernmental organizations.11 Programs managed by CORDS included 

territorial security forces, civic action projects, public education, and CIA-sponsored 

attacks on insurgent networks.12 

USAID’s policy on Civil-Military Cooperation provides a fifth coordination 

structure. USAID’s overarching guidance is that  

USAID 

opportunities for civil-military cooperation will take place at many levels and will 
depend upon the context and USG objectives. At the regional level, USAID will 
exchange officers with all appropriate Geographic Combatant Commands, and 
place Senior Development Advisors within the Combatant Commands to improve 
coordination and communication and to promote program synchronization and 
effectiveness. In the field, USAID staff collaborate with US military officials at 
post to develop integrated approaches to country-specific security and 
development challenges.13  
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The United States Agency for International Development has developed its own 

structures for coordination between various agencies, including civil-military 

coordination structures. James Stephenson, an Iraq mission director for USAID during 

Operation Iraqi Freedom, described the importance of coordination between military and 

civilian agencies in SRO, but noted that “if co-location is viewed by either [interagency] 

party as an instrument of control, the partnership never develops.”14 USAID documents 

describe the “Integrated Reconstruction Working Group,” designed to integrate the Iraq 

PRT, military organizations, and NGOs, but prefers to organize with a “lead agency” 

approach rather than solely a coordination structure.15 This system is tenable in a more 

permissive environment, but can become ineffective when security deteriorates.16 

The final coordination structure is a BCT version of a Civil-Military Operations 

Center (CMOC) designed to integrate military and interagency components into a more 

unified team. The CMOC as described in this analysis is the DoD civil-military 

coordination structure, as defined in US Army Field Manual (FM) 3-24, 

Counterinsurgency, and in military civil affairs doctrine. This paper will not discuss 

generic “civil-military operations centers” which may vary in form or function from the 

military CMOC. 

CMOC 

The Civil Military Operations Center is a military-organized operations center, 

run by a Civil Affairs Brigade, designed to facilitate coordination between interagency, 

military, and various multinational agencies in any type of environment. According to 

Department of the Army doctrine: 
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The CMOC is the location for assessment, planning, coordination, knowledge 

management (collaboration, information management, and information sharing), 

integration, deconfliction of CMO, and numerous other activities. The term “CMOC” 

leaves most with an image of a place. However, as the quote above demonstrates, a 

CMOC is more about function and effect than architecture. FM 3-05.40 indicates the 

CMOC is a standing capability formed by all CA units from the company level to the 

COCOM level. The CMOC serves as the primary coordination and knowledge 

management interface for the U.S. armed forces between OGAs, IGOs, NGOs, 

humanitarian organizations, and multinational military forces.

This coordination structure is, according to Army doctrine, run by Civil Affairs 

companies, a unit usually located at a division-level or higher, making the CMOC 

unlikely to be established at the village level, where the biggest disconnect occurs. This 

paper includes the CMOC coordination structure, however, because it could be adapted to 

village level applications, though not without additional resources.  

17 
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Looking at civil-military missions and requirements for success in reconstruction 

and stabilization efforts leads to several evaluation criteria, which are listed in table 2. 

The assessment questions will be used to determine advantages and disadvantages of 

each coordination structure.  

Criteria 

 

Table 2. Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria Definition Measure of 
Effectiveness 

Assessment Questions Source 

Legitimacy Incorporates 
indigenous actors 
at the village 
level18 

Degree of 
incorporation  

Indigenous personnel 
at tactical level? In the 
decision-making 
process?  

DoS 

Reach 
 

Geographic 
extent of 
operations, 
increases with 
increasing 
security19 

Ability to 
operate in 
environments 
from permissive 
to hostile 

Fixed site security? 
Mobile security?  

DoS 

Expertise Experts in 
technical fields20 

Areas of 
expertise 

How many areas of 
expertise are contained 
in the structure? 

DoS 

Responsiveness Decision-making 
tempo21 

Levels of 
bureaucracy 
between village-
level agency rep 
to the decision-
maker 

At what level are 
decisions made? 

DoD 

Unity of effort All agencies 
working toward 
the same 
purposes22 

Nesting of plans 
and operations 
through 
leadership 

Command structure 
type: parallel 
command, unified 
command, integrated? 

DoD 

 
Source: Created by author. 
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Table 3. Assessment of Advantages and Disadvantages 

Criteria Assessment 
Questions 

Ranking 

Legitimacy Indigenous personnel 
at tactical level? In 
the decision-making 
process?  

Both = yes (Advantage) 
One of the two = yes 
Both = no (Disadvantage) 

Reach 
 

Fixed site security? 
Mobile security?  

Both = yes (Advantage) 
One of the two = yes 
Both = no (Disadvantage) 

Expertise How many areas of 
expertise are 
contained in the 
structure? 

More = Better 
More than three = Advantage 
Less than three = Disadvantage 

Responsiveness At what level are 
decisions made? 

Within the coordination structure = Adv. 
Higher than the coordination structure = Disadv. 

Unity of effort Command structure 
type: parallel 
command, unified 
command, 
integrated? 

Unified Command = Advantage 
Integrated 
Parallel 
No unity of effort = Disadvantage 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

Legitimacy comes from the incorporation of indigenous personnel into the village 

level coordination and planning of SRO. Legitimacy is the first of DoS’s principles of 

SRO.23 It is described in USIP’s Guiding Principles for Stabilization and Reconstruction 

as the main critical factor which leads to success in SRO. This criterion is also listed as of 

primary concern in DoD’s Stability Operations. Legitimacy is further supported by a 

RAND study indicating that “France in Indo-China and in Algeria, the Soviet Union in 

Afghanistan, and the United States in Indo-China could not prevail despite superior force, 

at least partly because the governments lacked legitimacy.”24 Legitimacy means not only 

lawful, but accepted as lawful and fair by the populace. Based on counterinsurgency 
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doctrine, this paper will evaluate legitimacy in accordance with whether the coordination 

structure incorporates local personnel at the village level (usually as local hires), and the 

extent to which the coordination structure incorporates indigenous leaders at the village 

level into its decision-making process. This definition is supported by the USG’s 

Counterinsurgency Document, which states that “the perceived capacity of local 

government to provide for the population is critical to national government legitimacy.”25

Reach is the geographic extent of SRO, an aspect of operations that grows as the 

element’s security increases. The RAND study Reconstruction under Fire found that 

“there is more or less sufficient capacity-in-being to meet current civil COIN needs 

among the United States, its major partners, and international institutions but that 

insurgent violence inhibits the deployment of this capacity.”

  

26

Expertise is the underlying principle that USAID and DoS rely on as the 

backbone of SRO, which was reinforced in USIP’s Guiding Principles for Stabilization 

and Reconstruction.

  

27 According to USAID and DoS policy, expertise refers to the 

inclusion of technical experts. Each of the coordination structures has a different number 

and variety of experts in a given field – engineering, agriculture, economics, security and 

statecraft. Expertise is valuable because it equates to influencing civil functions in the 

broadest manner possible. This paper will measure expertise by analyzing the number of 

areas of expertise in the structure’s task organization. More variety of experts in the task 

organization will be considered an advantage for a given coordination structure, and less 

variety of experts will be considered a disadvantage. Thus, a structure with experts in 

both agriculture and security would provide more expertise than a structure with only 

security experts. The second area that this paper will evaluate is the ability of the 
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coordination structure to transfer expertise to the local population through long term 

training or partnership programs. A coordination structure with a large variety of 

expertise and a long term training program would be the most advantageous. As detailed 

in USAID’s conflict assessment framework, responsiveness is a critical aspect of 

interagency coordination. According to an Iraq PRT panel evaluating operations in 

Afghanistan, responsiveness in SRO equates to tempo in military operations.28

 Finally, unity of effort is the amount to which the coordination structure brokers 

agreement between agencies in regards to objectives, prioritization of resources, and 

timelines.

 Being 

responsive requires that agencies can react quickly and make decisions regarding the 

complex and rapidly changing situation. In terms of coordination structures, 

responsiveness is the ability for the members of the coordination structure to make their 

decisions in a timely manner. This paper will measure responsiveness by the levels of 

bureaucracy between local representatives and decision-making authority. Sending 

requests to senior decision-makers slows the agency’s ability to respond to requests from 

other parts of the coordination group. Therefore, decision-making authority at the tactical 

level will be more advantageous in this analysis than coordination structures which do 

not include decision-making authority at the tactical level. 

29 Unity of effort can be measured by the degree to which the various agencies 

agree on missions: the strongest unity of effort would be in a structure with a single 

commander, with tasking authority over all the personnel in the structure. The weakest 

unity of effort would be a structure where only coordination of agency plans takes 

place.30 This criterion is independent regarding which agency is in charge, as there are 

advantages and disadvantages to military vs. civilian-led coordination structures. Unity of 
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effort has been designated as critical to SRO by President Obama, in his designation of 

interagency coordination structures. It was the central focus of Ambassador Eikenberry 

and GEN McChrystal’s “Integrated Civil-Military Campaign Plan for Support to 

Afghanistan.” Unity of effort has also been espoused for all USG efforts in stabilization 

and reconstruction by the previous administration, beginning with NSPD-44 and 

continuing in later documents.31 At the tactical level, USAID’s policy documents as well 

as military counterinsurgency doctrine emphasize the importance of unity of effort.

This chapter described the six coordination structures that will be analyzed in 

order to answer the primary and secondary research questions. The coordination 

structures are the Incident Command System (ICS), embedded Provincial Reconstruction 

Team (ePRT), Provincial Reconstruction Team (Iraq PRT), USAID, and the Civil 

Organization for Revolutionary Development Support. This chapter also described the 

methodology for this evaluation, and which five criteria will be used to conduct the 

analysis: legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness, and unity of effort. The next 

chapter will look at these criteria in turn, and identify advantages and disadvantages for 

each coordination structure with respect to the specific principles.

32 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS 

The previous chapter described how six coordination structures were selected for 

evaluation, and gave a brief description of those structures: the Incident Command 

System (ICS), embedded Provincial Reconstruction Team (ePRT), Provincial 

Reconstruction Team (Iraq PRT), USAID, and the Civil Organization for Revolutionary 

Development Support. Chapter 3 also described the selection of five criteria which will 

be used to evaluate those coordination structures, and the methodology for this 

evaluation. 

Evaluation of Coordination structures 

This chapter will analyze those coordination structures in the light of five criteria. 

It will look at legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness, and unity of effort in turn, and 

identify advantages and disadvantages for each coordination structure with respect to the 

specific principle. Once the coordination structures have been evaluated against the 

criteria, this paper will synthesize the assessments into conclusions and 

recommendations.  

Legitimacy is one of DoS’s principles of stabilization and reconstruction. The 

USG’s Counterinsurgency Document, signed by the Secretaries of State and Defense, as 

well as by the USAID Administrator, states that “the perceived capacity of local 

government to provide for the population is critical to national government legitimacy.”

Legitimacy 

1 

US Army counterinsurgency doctrine describes legitimacy as the incorporation of 
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indigenous actors into the coordination and planning structure.2 A RAND study on SRO 

reinforces the concept that “legitimacy and effectiveness do indeed work against 

insurgency,” and that a key way to achieve legitimacy is through a “combined 

indigenous-international undertaking.”3

The ICS is designed to incorporate many indigenous actors. ICS is intended to be 

used in coordination with emergency response elements, whether belonging to DHS, 

local emergency workers, or to USAID’s DART teams. During recent humanitarian 

assistance operations in Haiti, however, difficulties arose in the use of the ICS.

 Based on these definitions, this paper will 

evaluate legitimacy in accordance with how readily the coordination structure 

incorporates local personnel at the village level (usually as local hires), and the extent to 

which the coordination structure incorporates indigenous leaders at the village level into 

its decision-making process.  

4 This 

occurred partially because host nation representatives and those from other US 

government agencies, not organized in the manner required by the ICS, were unable to 

integrate into the command system. Rather than being integrated into the planning and 

operations systems, local personnel were relegated to requesting specific forms of 

assistance, such as “bulk medical sundries.” This limited form of coordination resulted in 

“a closed system without intent to utilize outside talents and technical skills available,” 

whether interagency or host nation.5

Embedded PRTs do not include either a specific local hire program or another 

particular way to integrate indigenous actors into either its operations or decision-making 

 The ICS coordination structure, however, could be 

modified to incorporate local government representatives into its already established 

structure. 
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structure. According to a GAO assessment, ePRTs do have the capability of coordinating 

with local nationals, but the degree to which they do so varies significantly based on 

ePRT leadership.

According to the ISAF Provincial Reconstruction Team Handbook, PRTs, unlike 

their embedded counterparts, do have a local hire and integration program. GAO also 

noted that this program integrates indigenous actors into the execution tasks of the Iraq 

PRT, but only infrequently into the decision-making level.

6 

CORDS, created for the specific context of Vietnam, had a significant inclusion 

of indigenous actors in its programs and organization. For every American working on 

pacification, there were 100 Vietnamese, even without counting the hamlet self-defense 

troops.

7 

8 The challenge with a CORDS-type organization is in recruiting and building 

personnel and structure. The creation and integration of CORDS took two years from the 

President’s initial dictate to the final agreements between agencies and implementation of 

CORDS as a unique entity.9

USAID policies are based on incorporating local citizens and needs into its basic 

coordination structures. According to Making Cities Work: USAID’s Urban Strategy, 

consulting with communities about their needs is an important step. USAID also notes 

that “programs are more likely to succeed if the intended beneficiaries participate as 

stakeholders in the program’s design and implementation,” and that local residents will 

 CORDS also included local leaders as part of the decision-

making process at the tactical level, giving them both the authority and the responsibility 

for protecting and stabilizing their village or district. This focus on placing locals at the 

forefront of the operations, whether military, agricultural, economic, or governance 

based, contributed tremendously to the success of the pacification efforts. 



 45 

become even more involved as improvements take place.10 In established, permissive 

environments, USAID’s process appears to be successful, according to a Government 

Accountability Office inspection.11 Most USAID ventures overseas are run by local 

residents under USG lead. This gives those local professionals input and relevance to the 

decision-making process. In Bolivia, for example, USAID funds 29 development 

projects. These projects have hired 772 staff to implement these activities, 97 percent of 

whom are Bolivian personnel. This large number of local personnel includes both 

workers and professionals who are incorporated into the decision-making process.12 In 

Afghanistan, due to security concerns, USAID has personnel in only 19 of 34 provinces. 

USAID has one representative on each of the PRTs in other provinces, and relies on this 

field officer to provide assistance with potential USAID programs in those areas.

The CMOC is set up and resourced by military personnel. It has a structure which 

is designed to add various agencies into a coordination center, including a rapid 

incorporation of indigenous actors into a USG coordination structure.

13 

14 This 

coordination, however, is not required to include planning or operations. Due to concerns 

for the sensitivity of mission planning, operational details and intelligence are rarely 

released to CMOC partners. As part of this restriction of information, local leaders are 

not included in the CMOC’s decision-making process. One military unit setting up a 

CMOC during Operation Iraqi Freedom found that “facilitating the Iraqis access to our 

CMOC was by far the most important of all our activities –and one of the most 

challenging.”15 The challenge, in this case, was incorporating non-military elements into 

a coordination structure when the military goals and leadership differed significantly 

from the NGO, local national and interagency goals and leaders. 
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Table 4. Legitimacy 

 Advantages Disadvantages 
ICS Includes indigenous actors 

at a working level, and may 
include them at the 
decision-making level16 

Would require adaptation to 
overseas environment.  

ePRT Ability to coordinate with 
indigenous actors 

Not necessarily integrated17 

Iraq PRT Local hire and integration 
program. 

Generally integrated at the 
working level, not 
necessarily integrated at the 
decision-making level18 

CORDS Local hire and integration 
program. 

Integrated at a working 
decision-making level19 

USAID Local hire and integration 
program. 

Integrated at a working and 
a decision-making level20 

CMOC Open to broad spectrum of 
interagency and indigenous 
participants. 

No integration at the 
decision-making level21 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

Considering legitimacy, therefore, the greatest advantage lies in the coordination 

structure that is able to incorporate indigenous actors into the decision-making process, 

followed by those that utilize local hires at a working level, and finally by those 

coordination structures with no provision for the inclusion of indigenous personnel at all. 

In this case, USAID’s ability to incorporate indigenous participants into its internal 

decision-making process provides the greatest legitimacy of the coordination structures 

analyzed. Another advantageous structure is CORDS, which also incorporated 

indigenous actors into its decision-making processes. Adapted to fit the overseas 

environment, the ICS could also incorporate indigenous actors into its decision-making 

process as well. These coordination structures are followed by the Iraq PRT and CMOC, 
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which can incorporate local hires or volunteers, respectively, into their coordination 

structures, but not as part of the decision-making team. The final coordination structure, 

in terms of legitimacy is the ePRT, which has no provision for incorporation of 

indigenous actors into its coordination structure, either as local hires or at a decision-

making level. 

Geographic reach relies on security. Security of an area and a civilian agency’s 

ability to operate effectively in that area have an important relationship. When security is 

too low, agencies find it difficult to operate effectively – they have fewer volunteers to 

deploy to a hostile area, they spend more time in safer areas, and they have to expend 

money and other resources toward protection, rather than against their core missions.

Reach 

22

It is difficult for civilian agencies to operate effectively in an area where 

hostilities continue. This is a critical contribution that the military provides to SRO, since 

DoS, USAID, USACE, and the many other governmental and non-governmental 

agencies require a basic level of permissiveness to operate at all, let alone effectively. But 

military leaders too often overlook the dangerous other side of the curve. As security 

increases, there is a “happy medium” of the security environment – where local civilians, 

civilian agencies, and NGOs alike can operate in a zone of high effectiveness. This can 

be seen in some of the provinces in Iraq in 2009, where many civilian agencies are now 

able to thrive, expending only minimal resources on protection for their people and 

operations.

  

23 “Oversecurity,” and a curtailment of reach, occurs when military or civilian 

security forces impose martial law, unnecessary curfews, or other limits on basic human 

activities such as travel, expressing personal opinions, congregating in public places, and 
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sharing of information via the media. At this extreme of security, agencies again become 

unable to operate effectively, since they are as constrained as the local civilian populace. 

Some civilian leaders consider our initial earthquake relief operations in Haiti an example 

of oversecurity, where military restrictions on movement and issuance of food became a 

cause for alarm - and curtailed reach- among civilian agencies. In a recent Associated 

Press article, “Ted Constan, chief program officer for Partners in Health, said that ... “the 

real solution is to deliver services . . . rather than turn Haiti into a military state.”24

The ICS, designed for use within the United States, does not have any specific 

provisions for either mobile security, which allows participating agencies to maintain 

their reach across their assigned area or village, or for fixed site security, which provides 

a secure location for meetings and coordination between agencies and local partners. The 

ICS inclusion of a Defense Coordinating Officer, who provides the link to military 

forces, would provide an avenue for tasking military units to provide security as 

necessary to facilitate achievement of the joint objectives.

 

Imposing security measures that are too extreme for the situation does reduce the 

effectiveness of civilian agencies in an area. Balancing security against freedom of action 

is only one of the critical tasks of stabilization and reconstruction. 

25

Both ePRTs and PRTs essentially have the military contingent built into their 

structure. The ePRT’s co-location with a BCT provides a secure fixed site, and the 

military security platoon provides mobile security for ePRT and Iraq PRT members as 

they move within the village area. This ensures that they are able to coordinate and 

supervise the execution of projects, even in a hostile area.

  

26  
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Since CORDs included a significant military component, including both US and 

Vietnamese forces, it contained many of the same advantages as the PRTs. CORDS 

included several significant programs designed to improve the security of the area, and 

capitalized on those programs to extend the reach of civil works projects.27

Unlike their representatives on the PRTs, USAID has no security built into its 

coordination structures. This resulted in USAID’s cancellation of over $5 million of road 

construction projects in Afghanistan, due to an inability to conduct quality control checks 

in the area.

 These 

programs ranged from CIA-sponsored targeted attacks on insurgent leaders, to 

Vietnamese village garrison forces which were responsible for the security of their own 

hamlets. 

28 USAID operates in only half of the provinces in Afghanistan, due to the 

lack of security. USAID has no projects in any of the districts of Afghanistan labeled 

“red,” or hostile.29 In some of the other provinces, however, the USAID representative on 

the PRT is able to assist the USAID structure with providing support to the Afghan 

population, due to the PRT’s greater mobility in a semi-permissive environment.30

Finally, the CMOC, as a simple coordination cell, provides no security for its non-

military participants. Run by the military, though usually not on a main military base, it 

does ensure fixed site security at the CMOC location. Agencies must provide their own 

mobile security, however, and this can result in reduced participation, especially among 

NGOs.

  

 

31 
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Table 5. Reach 

 Advantages Disadvantages 
ICS May be able to coordinate 

within the structure for 
mobile and fixed site 
security32 

Based on coordination 
rather than built-in assets 

ePRT Access to military security 
for mobile and fixed site 
requirements33 

 

Iraq PRT Access to military security 
for mobile and fixed site 
requirements34 

 

CORDS Created with integral 
security35 

 

USAID  Neither mobile nor fixed 
site protection built in to 
structure36 

CMOC Military fixed site security37 Mobile security depends on 
individual agencies38 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

The coordination structures with integral mobile and fixed site security, such as 

the ePRT and CORDS, have the broadest reach in SRO. Coordination structures with 

access to security, such as PRTs and the ICS, still have significant reach. The CMOC, 

with access only to fixed site security, is limited in the reach that it can ensure. And 

USAID, as seen in the CENTCOM area of responsibility, is limited to operations only in 

more permissive parts of the area of operations.  

The RAND study Integrating Civilian Agencies into Stabilization Operations, 

describes the importance of technical expertise, both USG and indigenous, that is 

available. “Civilian agencies have a depth of expertise, or at least knowledge of and 

Expertise 
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access to expertise that the military realistically cannot develop in all areas. Accessing 

and employing that expertise can lead to gaining greater efficiency and effectiveness in 

SSTR operations, which is also in the national interest.”39

A look at the success of our six coordination structures does reveal some 

important points of comparison. The ICS incorporates experts at all levels of its 

coordination structure, depending on the need and the operation in question. Both ePRTs 

and the original, non-embedded version were designed to bring experts in diplomacy, 

agriculture, and other areas into the theater of operations. The Iraq PRT concept was 

effective enough in Afghanistan that PRTs were adopted into Operation Iraqi Freedom as 

well.

 Military personnel do provide 

expertise in security, but this expertise does not necessarily translate into other technical 

areas. This paper will look at the number of areas of expertise that are contained in a 

coordination structure in order to evaluate its expertise. The second area that this paper 

will evaluate is the ability of the coordination structure to transfer expertise to the local 

population through long term training or partnership programs. A coordination structure 

with a large variety of expertise and a long term training program would be the most 

advantageous. 

40 One issue with the expertise of both ePRTs and PRTs was the deployability of 

civilian personnel. For example, while there were numerous Department of Agriculture 

employees with the expertise needed to assist with agricultural development in Afghanistan, 

they were not required to deploy. As a result, members of the National Guard with requisite 

background from their civilian jobs ended up filling those assignments to bring the expertise 

to Afghanistan.41  
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CORDS used a similar methodology, incorporating experts into its organic 

structure.42

USAID, especially with the incorporation of civilian reservists who provide 

significant expertise without the challenge of short-notice recruiting, can also muster a 

wide range of experts for its deployments. USAID’s Development Leadership Initiative 

(2009) may help further expand the agency’s human resources. This would allow USAID 

to hire 300 additional foreign service officers, moving USAID toward its goal of a 100 

percent increase in deployable staff during the next three years.

 This provided tactical-level CORDS units with agricultural, engineer, 

geology, and business expertise.  

43 USAID’s policy is to 

hire local experts or subcontractors to provide oversight of various programs and 

projects. The recent use of CRC personnel in Haiti to augment USAID relief efforts does 

show that the system works for humanitarian assistance missions.44

Finally, the CMOC is run by military Civil Affairs (CA) companies. Originally 

these officers were supposed to possess significant technical expertise as engineers, 

lawyers, and agriculturists. In order to expand the CA capabilities of the Army, however, 

this expertise was eliminated as a prerequisite. As a result, few of the CMOC staff are 

experts. Experts from non-military sources may readily be incorporated into this structure 

but are not organic.

  

 

45 
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Table 6. Expertise 

 Advantages Disadvantages 
ICS Incorporates USG and local 

government leaders and 
emergency responders 

No long term training or 
partnership program 

ePRT Designed to partner and 
transition with local gov’t; 
contains some civilian 
expertise. 

 

Iraq PRT Designed to partner and 
transition with local gov’t; 
contains some civilian 
expertise. 

Some positions may be 
filled by less expert military 
representatives. 

CORDS Created with significant 
civilian expertise. 

Include long term training 
programs. 

USAID Designed to partner with 
local gov’t, contains 
significant civilian expertise 

Long term training 
programs. 

CMOC Can incorporate local gov’t 
and civilian experts. 

No long term training or 
partnership program 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

Considering expertise, therefore, the coordination structures that contain long-

term training programs, paired with significant technical expertise, are the most 

advantageous. These are both key aspects of USAID’s coordination structure. Provincial 

Reconstruction Teams and CORDS contain similar expertise but with less focus on long-

term training. The ICS, ePRT and CMOC are difficult to evaluate in this arena, as their 

incorporation of civilian expertise may vary significantly from village to village, 

depending on the participants in the particular structure. None of these three coordination 

structures includes a long-term training plan. 
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Responsiveness is the pace at which decisions can be made in SRO.

Responsiveness 

46 According 

to the Army’s manual on Stability Operations the organization “must remain responsive 

to a dynamic environment while anticipating the needs of the local populace.”47

The ICS “unified command team” does have the authority to make decisions but 

many of these (such as a use of personnel in a non-standard role) must be sent outside the 

coordination structure to the individual agency involved. Used at a village level, the ICS 

would appear as in figure 1. In the case of SRO, local and state level officials would be 

representatives of the village and district government, or citizens with similar authority in 

the host nation culture. Thus, using this structure, decision-making authority could rest in 

the unified command team, comprising host nation, interagency, and military personnel.

 With 

respect to coordination structures, responsiveness equates to decision-making capacity at 

the tactical level. Agency representatives who have to request permission from higher 

authority to share information or commit resources delay the responsiveness of the USG 

efforts in the village or district. This evaluation criterion is based on the organization of 

each of the coordination structures. 

48 

Some decisions, though, would still require individual agency permission.  
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Figure 1. ICS framework at the tactical level 
 
Source: Created by author, using data from Department of Homeland Security, National 
Response Framework (Washington DC, Government Printing Office: 2005), 63. 
 
 
 

Embedded Provincial Reconstruction Teams vary somewhat in their size and 

structure. The ePRTs report directly to BCT task forces. According to a Government 

Accountability Office (GAO) report, they are led by a team leader, who manages an 

interagency team which includes a USAID development specialist, a cultural advisor, and 

8-10 additional civilian specialists. The ePRT also has a military component, usually 

consisting of an engineer, security advisor, military liaison officer, and a civil affairs 

team. The BCT may also incorporate a military officer as the deputy ePRT commander, 

who then can command the military personnel assigned to the ePRT. Though the team is 

embedded within the BCT, there is no single individual with authority and responsibility 

for directing the actions of all ePRT personnel. USAID and other specialists still report to 

individual agency chains and receive guidance from different authority than the BCT.49 
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Figure 2. Embedded Provincial Reconstruction Team structure 
Source: Created by author, using data from GAO, Provincial Reconstruction Teams 
(Washington, DC: Government Printing Office: 2009), 7. 
 
 
 

Provincial Reconstruction Teams, unlike their embedded counterparts, are led and 

staffed mainly by civilians, with military personnel contributing civil affairs and 

engineering support. The Iraq PRT leader is usually a senior Foreign Service Officer, 

with a military deputy who serves as his chief of staff, as seen in Figure 3 on the next 

page. Thus, though the Iraq PRT coordinates with military units within its province, the 

structure requires that to gain civil-military coordination, the Iraq PRT must go outside its 

structure and conduct informal talks with local military commanders. This removes the 
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military from the Iraq PRT’s decision-making process, and lengthens the interagency 

response time to a situation.  

 

 

Figure 3. Provincial Reconstruction Team structure 
Source: Created by author, using data from Center for Army Lessons Learned, Handbook 
07-34 (Washington DC, Government Printing Office: 2007), C-1. 
 
 
 

The DATs and PATs of CORDS possessed the ability to take operational control 

(OPCON) of ARVN units as the mission required. This was possible in accordance with 

military doctrine since both the CORDS Advisors and the Combat Advisory Teams fell 

under the operational control of a Corps-level commander. Coordination, advisory 

relationships, and operational control all played a significant role in the coordination 

structure used by CORDS, as seen in figure 4. Advisory team leaders were vested with 

decision-making ability at the lowest level, and their structure can be seen in figure 5. 

Since CORDS was interagency at the operational level as well as the tactical level, 

decisions would only travel up one chain of command, and remain within the 

coordination structure.50  

Military Personnel 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Military  
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Figure 4. CORDS structure 
Source: Created by author, using data from George Eckhardt, Vietnam Studies: Command 
and Control (Washington DC, Government Printing Office: 1974), 58. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 5. District Advisory Team Structure (under CORDS) 
Source: Created by author, using data from George Eckhardt, Vietnam Studies: Command 
and Control (Washington DC, Government Printing Office: 1974), 58. 
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The structure of USAID does not mandate specific coordination methods, other 

than USAID must interact with military and interagency representatives as necessary. 

The USAID focus is on building programs that can be administered by direct-hire 

professionals from the host nation, and providing financial assistance for the maintenance 

of these programs. USAID also trains leaders and community members on technical 

skills, including agriculture, construction, water quality, and other quality of life issues. 

USAID focuses on building long term working relationships through extended service 

tours in a given area.51 USAID field missions consist of 9-15 Foreign Service Officers, 

with varied specialties from management to program operations to technical expertise in 

areas such as health or engineering. USAID’s field missions also include approximately 

40-50 foreign service national employees, recruited in the host nation, who serve as 

contacts with ministries and other host-nation decision-makers. Thus, USAID’s default 

coordination structure is a liaison coordination structure that ties USAID’s host nation 

professionals to their government and private industry counterparts.52

 

 For significant 

projects and policies, USAID projects may require Congressional and executive branch 

approval and oversight, making it one of the least responsive of the coordination 

structures under evaluation.  

 

Figure 6. USAID’s “bridge” coordination 
Source: Created by author, using data from USAID, USAID Primer (Government 
Printing Office, Washington, DC: 2006), 1-4. 
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A Civil-Military Coordination Center does not have a specific task organization. 

It provides a location and a forum, administered by a military Civil Affairs company, for 

coordination between agencies. This loose organizational structure does allow for the 

incorporation of USG, village level leaders, NGO, military, and any other agency that 

wishes to take part. A disadvantage to the lack of structure, however, is that is not a 

particularly responsive organization, as there is no decision-making authority of 

capability vested either in the CMOC itself or in any of the participating agencies.
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Table 7. Responsiveness 

 Advantages Disadvantages 
ICS Decisions may require 

coordination with individual 
agencies outside the 
structure.54 

Parallel decision-making 
chains. 

ePRT Decisions may require 
coordination with individual 
agencies outside the 
structure.55 

Parallel decision-making 
chains. 

Iraq PRT Decisions may require 
coordination with individual 
agencies outside the 
structure 

Military coordination 
requires outside liaison. 

CORDS One leader able to direct 
multiple agencies 
simultaneously.56 

Long initial time for 
agencies to accept single 
leader, required Presidential 
intervention.57 

USAID May require significant 
coordination outside the 
structure.58 

Limited coordination, not 
tied to single leader at any 
level.59 

CMOC Limited decision-making, 
required significant 
coordination outside the 
structure. 

Multiple agencies have 
different levels of decision-
making authority.60 

Source: Created by author. 
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Responsiveness was evaluated in terms of decision-making speed. The most 

responsive of the coordination structures are those with decision-making authority at the 

lowest level, such as CORDS. Coordination structures with decision-making authority 

that requires outside coordination with individual agency leaders, such as the ICS, ePRT 

and Iraq PRT are also significantly responsive. USAID, which uses a long term, 

deliberative decision-making process, and may require Congressional approval for some 

decisions, is not very responsive. And the CMOC’s limited ability to make decision at all 

renders it the least responsive of the coordination structures. 

Unity of effort can be achieved only by “true integration” of civilian and military 

components at multiple levels.

Unity of Effort 

61 Ideally, this integration would include a single command 

team or single leader with the ability to plan and coordinate the execution of initiatives 

across the stabilization and reconstruction fronts. In the interagency realm, “unity of 

command” refers to the agreement by consensus of the major agency representatives, as 

defined by the particular coordination structure.62 This is in contrast to the military 

concept of “unity of command,” which refers to a single individual with tasking and 

administrative authority over all subordinate units.63

The Incident Command System, as seen in figure 1, has a “unified command 

team,” which much achieve consensus among the three major agencies providing assets 

to the mission–usually DoD, DHS, and State agencies. If used in an international 

environment, this unified command team would probably consist of DoD, DoS, and 

USAID representatives, depending on the security level of the district or village. The 

 This paper will use the interagency 

definition because it has the broadest applicability to the interagency arena. 
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Defense Coordinating Officer, in this case, would not have direct authority over military 

units assigned to that particular mission. 

Embedded Provincial Reconstruction Teams, though they have a single team 

leader, usually a Foreign Service Officer, operate in much the same way as the ICS. 

Though the Iraq PRT commander holds the bulk of the power, according to several 

studies of ePRTs in action, the DoS and USAID representatives do provide significant 

input into the decision-making process. The DoS and USAID representatives also report 

separately to their “stovepipe” leadership in the country of operations, and bear certain 

responsibilities to those leaders in terms of reporting and focus. In an ePRT, the team 

leader works with the military BCT commander, building a consensus for actions which 

the two elements conduct in concert. 

Iraq Provincial Reconstruction Teams also have a single designated “leader,” who 

like the ePRT commander, directs the majority of operations. This leader is typically a 

DoS Foreign Service Officer, responsible to the Chief of Mission. The USAID 

representative, like the one in the ePRT, continues to take direction from USAID 

leadership (who is also subordinate to the Chief of Mission). The deputy Iraq PRT leader, 

usually a military representative, does not usually have a command relationship with 

military units operating in the area.  

In the Civil Organization for Revolutionary Development Support program, the 

CORDS advisor at the District or Mobile level had “operational control” of not only the 

personnel within his team, including writing their evaluation reports, but also of host 

nation military units operating in his area of responsibility. The American military units 

that conducted offensive operations were not included in this village-level structure, but 
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did fall under the same Corps-level commander. American units and CORDS advisors 

did coordinate and synchronize actions within their particular areas of operations.  

Though USAID has a single mission director who works for the DoS Chief of 

Mission, the agency’s coordination with host nation representatives, leaders, and private 

contractors is broader and based more on personal relationships than the previously 

discussed coordination structures. According to USAID’s country documents, its 

methodology is to hire local professionals and interns, and use these personnel as 

“bridges” between the USG goals in the country, as represented by USAID, and the host 

nation.64

Finally, as discussed in the previous section, the CMOC has no “command” 

authority over participating agencies. Though run by a single, military leader, there is no 

requirement on the part of the military or other agencies to participate in either a directive 

or a collaborative process. The CMOC can be very useful in disseminating information 

among participating agencies, but it contains no requirements for contribution or 

agreement among agencies.  

 USAID does not have structures that dictate relationships with the military or 

with other agencies operating in its area.  
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Table 8. Unity of Effort 

 Advantages Disadvantages 
ICS Consensus among unified 

command team. 
Does not necessarily 
incorporate other agency 
efforts. 

ePRT Leader-driven consensus. Does not necessarily 
incorporate other agency 
efforts. 

Iraq PRT Leader-driven consensus. Does not necessarily 
incorporate other agency 
efforts. 

CORDS Operational control.  
USAID  Direction only. 
CMOC  Coordination only. 
 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

This chapter identified advantages and disadvantages of the six coordination 

structures, with respect to the criteria of legitimacy, responsiveness, reach, effectiveness, 

and unity of effort. The next chapter will synthesize conclusions and recommendations. 

Summary 

With respect to legitimacy, the coordination structures were evaluated according 

to their ability to incorporate indigenous participants into their structure, either at the 

execution or decision-making level. Using this evaluation criterion, USAID’s 

coordination structure provides the greatest legitimacy of those analyzed, followed by 

CORDS, which incorporated indigenous actors into only some of its decision-making 

processes. ICS has positions available to incorporate indigenous actors into its decision-

making process as well. Less advantageous in terms of legitimacy are the Iraq PRT and 

CMOC, which can incorporate local hires or volunteers, respectively, into their 
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coordination structures, but as providers of input rather than as decision-makers. Finally, 

the ePRT has no provision for incorporation of indigenous actors into its coordination 

structure, either as local hires or at a decision-making level. 

Considering expertise, the coordination structures that contain long-term training 

programs, paired with significant technical expertise, are the most advantageous. 

USAID’s coordination structure is strong in both these elements. Iraq Provincial 

Reconstruction Teams, embedded PRTs, and CORDS contain similar expertise but with 

less focus on long-term training. The ICS and CMOC are difficult to evaluate in this 

arena, as their incorporation of civilian expertise may vary significantly from village to 

village, depending on the participants in the particular structure. None of these three 

coordination structures includes a long-term training plan to create experts in technical 

areas. The ICS is exercised domestically, but this does not currently replace technical 

training in specialty areas.  

In terms of geographic reach, the coordination structures with integral mobile and 

fixed site security, such as CORDS, have the broadest reach in SRO. Coordination 

structures with access to security, such as ePRTs, PRTs and the ICS, still have significant 

reach. The CMOC has access only to fixed site security, which limits its reach. Finally, 

USAID is limited to operations only in more permissive parts of the area of operations.  

Responsiveness was evaluated in terms of decision-making speed. CORDS was 

the most responsive of the coordination structures, as it has a single decision-maker who 

can make decisions without external coordination. Slightly less responsive were the 

coordination structures that require external coordination with individual agencies, such 

as the ICS, ePRT and Iraq PRT. USAID’s requirement of Congressional oversight and 
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approval of projects makes it less responsive. The CMOC requires participants to 

coordinate outside its structure for even routine issues, making it the least responsive of 

the coordination structures. 

Unity of effort was evaluated considering that consensus-driven structures and 

structures with operational control of subordinate units achieve a greater amount of unity 

of effort than structures which provide for coordination only. Thus, the ICS, ePRT, Iraq 

PRT, and CORDS all create and foster greater unity of effort than the coordination-only 

based structures of USAID and the CMOC.  

 
 

Table 9. Summary 

 Strengths Weaknesses 
ICS Unity of Effort; 

Responsiveness; reach 
 

ePRT Responsiveness Legitimacy 
Iraq PRT Unity of effort; expertise  Legitimacy 
CORDS Legitimacy; unity of effort; 

reach; expertise 
 

USAID Legitimacy; expertise Reach; responsiveness; 
unity of effort 

CMOC  Reach; unity of effort; 
responsiveness 

 
Source: Created by author. 
 
 
 

The next chapter will provide conclusions and recommendations based on the 

analysis performed above.  
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This paper began with a primary research question, “what are the best interagency 

coordination structures for use between DoD and other agencies in stabilization and 

reconstruction operations (SRO) at the tactical level?” To answer this question, this paper 

began by identifying current and possible interagency coordination structures: the 

Incident Command System (ICS), embedded Provincial Reconstruction Teams (ePRT), 

Provincial Reconstruction Teams (Iraq PRT), the Civil Organization for Revolutionary 

Development Support (CORDS), United States Agency for International Development 

(USAID), and the DoD Civil-Military Operations Center (CMOC). This paper then 

identified five relevant criteria that were used to evaluate the coordination structures, 

based on current SRO policy and doctrine: legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness, 

and unity of effort.  

Conclusions 

In evaluating the coordination structures in terms of legitimacy, the coordination 

structures were evaluated according to their ability to incorporate indigenous participants 

into their structure, either at the execution or decision-making level. USAID, the ICS and 

CORDS incorporate indigenous actors into both their decision-making processes and into 

the working level. The Iraq PRT and CMOC can incorporate local hires or volunteers 

into their coordination structures, but at the working level rather than as decision-makers. 

Finally, the ePRT has no provision for incorporation of indigenous actors into its 

coordination structure, making it the least advantageous in terms of legitimacy. 
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The coordination structures with integral mobile and fixed site security, such as 

the ePRT and CORDS, have the best geographic reach in SRO. Second are those 

coordination structures with access to both types of security, such as PRTs and the ICS. 

The CMOC has access only to fixed site security, which limits its reach. Finally, USAID 

is limited to operations only in more permissive parts of the area of operations.  

The coordination structures that contain long-term training programs, paired with 

significant areas of technical expertise, are the most advantageous in expertise. USAID’s 

coordination structure is strong in both these elements. Provincial Reconstruction Teams 

and CORDS contain similar expertise but with less focus on long-term training. The ICS, 

ePRT and CMOC incorporation of civilian expertise varies in different implementations 

of the coordination structure. None of these three coordination structures includes a long-

term training plan to create experts in technical areas.  

Responsiveness was evaluated in terms of decision-making speed. The most 

responsive of the coordination structures are those with decision-making authority at the 

lowest level, such as CORDS. Coordination structures with decision-making authority 

that requires outside coordination with individual agency leaders, such as the ICS, ePRT 

and Iraq PRT are also significantly responsive. USAID, which uses a long term, 

deliberative decision-making process, and may require Congressional approval for some 

decisions, is not very responsive. And the CMOC’s limited ability to make decisions at 

all renders it the least responsive of the coordination structures. 

Unity of effort was evaluated considering that consensus-driven structures and 

structures with operational control of subordinate units achieve a greater amount of unity 

of effort than structures which provide for coordination only. Thus, the ICS, ePRT, Iraq 
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PRT, and CORDS all create and foster greater unity of effort than the coordination-only 

based structures of USAID and the CMOC.  

Overall, CORDS and the ICS showed the most advantages of any of the 

coordination structures under evaluation. CORDS showed advantages in legitimacy, 

unity of effort, reach, and expertise. ICS was advantageous in unity of effort, 

responsiveness, and reach. Neither coordination structure had a significant disadvantage 

in terms of the evaluation criteria. 

This study also addressed several secondary research questions. The first was 

“how do agencies currently coordinate with one another in SRO at the tactical level?” 

This study detailed some of the differences between interagency coordination. Generally, 

however, agencies rely on a combination of structures and personalities, as there is no 

directive authority in interagency coordination structures.  

Other coordination structures were also identified. The proposed United States 

Office for Contingency Operations (USOCO) and Forward Advance Civil Team (FACT) 

were two such structures, which have not yet been used in SRO. USOCO is a CORDS-

like program which is unlikely to garner sufficient support for implementation in the near 

team. FACTs, on the other hand, are similar to the Iraq PRT and may be incorporated 

into SRO in the future.  

The final secondary research question asked “what criteria are relevant to 

evaluation of coordination structures in SRO?” This study identified criteria based on 

principles which were reflected in both DoS and DoD documents as important for SRO, 

and which were discussed in outside assessments as strengths or weaknesses of 

interagency coordination. The criteria originated in three sources: principles of SRO that 
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are part of DoS policy; principles of stability operations in accordance with DoD 

doctrine; and the overarching principle of “unity of effort” as directed by presidential 

guidance and as identified by several assessments as critical to SRO. These criteria are 

legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness, and unity of effort. 

Based on the identification of the ICS as one of the best coordination structures, 

as evaluated in terms of widely accepted SRO criteria, this paper recommends the 

adaptation of the ICS to overseas interagency coordination structures. Currently, the ICS 

is mandated for use by emergency responders, state emergency operations, and federal 

emergency response. Adapting an already-proven system of interagency coordination to 

SRO would not be an easy task, but could solve some of the significant challenges that 

tactical-level leaders face in SRO. A sample ICS-based interagency coordination 

structure at the tactical level could appear as below. 

Recommendations 
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Figure 7. ICS framework applied to SRO 
Source: Created by author, using data from Department of Homeland Security, National 
Response Framework (Washington DC, Government Printing Office: 2005), 63. 
 
 
 

The ICS would be easier to adapt to SRO than CORDS as the ICS is currently in 

use by many of the same agencies who also conduct SRO. But, as the analysis shows, 

CORDS has significant advantages as well. From a USG perspective, there would be an 

undeniable advantage of developing an interagency CORDS-like coordination structure 

for use in SRO. Overall, the CORDS coordination structure had the strongest advantages 

from the perspective of stabilization and reconstruction principles, especially in the areas 

of unity of effort, responsiveness and reach. It is worth noting, however, that the time 

required to build this type of coordination structure is considerable. In the case of 

CORDS, 2 years were required to build the interagency coordination structures, which 

required Presidential emphasis and executive order. Due to the time and personnel 

requirements for such a system, this paper recommends that the ICS coordination 

structure, rather than CORDS, be adapted for interagency coordination in SRO.  
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Despite the time and personnel requirements, CORDS-type coordination 

structures do have support at the national level. The recently published Special Inspector 

General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR) report recommends the establishment of an 

interagency, unified command for “contingency operations,” which would plan, oversee, 

and execute SROs much as CORDS did in Vietnam. The report did not directly reference 

CORDS, but the proposed United States Organization for Contingency Operations 

(USOCO) mission and structure show a strong resemblance. The report describes this 

potential CORDS-like structure, which could plan and direct SROs at the operational and 

tactical level, as a simple and straightforward remedy to a complex problem. The SIGIR 

report also states that former National Security Advisor LtGen Brent Scowcroft believed 

that USOCO would work. In addition, the SIGIR report states that Former Ambassador to 

Iraq Ryan Crocker and former USAID mission Director in Iraq James Stephenson both 

found the concept of USOCO “worthy and sensible.”

Just as the original CORDS structure met with significant resistance on the part of 

the Secretaries of State and Defense, so the USOCO proposal is considered problematic 

by both the Under Secretary of Defense, Michele Flournoy, and by Deputy Secretary of 

State Jacob Lew.

1 

2

An ICS-based unified command would potentially be a practical and feasible 

alternative to creating a wholly new structure that requires significant interagency 

leadership. The ICS coordination structure is untested in SRO, but has been widely used 

in emergency response and humanitarian assistance missions. This ICS coordination 

 Nonetheless, it is significant that a CORDS-like coordination structure 

has been proposed to Congress and to the Cabinet as a potential solution for operational 

and tactical challenges in SRO. 
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structure could incorporate civilian expertise from agency augmentees, deployed Civilian 

Response Corps personnel, or indigenous leaders from village and district governments. 

Using this type of structure instead of a CMOC coordination structure also deserves 

serious consideration from a military perspective, as it would better epitomize the Army’s 

own stability operations doctrine than the coordination structure currently in use. 

Based on the identification of CORDS and the ICS as the two best coordination 

structures, as evaluated in terms of widely accepted SRO criteria, this paper recommends 

further evaluation of the applicability of these two structures to our current SRO 

organization. The recommendations that follow this paper’s conclusions are: 

Recommendations for Future Study 

1. Evaluate the applicability of the Incident Command System (ICS) to 

interagency coordination in SRO. Recent humanitarian operations in Haiti could assist in 

identifying the ability of the system to adapt to overseas missions. This coordination 

structure has been used in the United States, domestically, since 2005, and appears to be 

readily applicable to overseas operations as well. Using an ISC-type structure could 

greatly improve interagency coordination at the tactical level. 

2. Evaluate the potential for development of a CORDS-like system for use in 

areas with long term civil-military campaign plans. Development of the USOCO concept 

could be further illuminated by parallels with CORDS. This analysis appears to mirror 

some of the conclusions in the February 2010 report of the Special Inspector for Iraq 

Reconstruction, and the two coordination structure concepts could provide insights to one 

another. 
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3. Evaluate the potential for replacing a CMOC with an ICS-type coordination 

structure for use by the military in stability operations. This recommendation is based on 

the analysis of the military CMOCs disadvantages in terms of the SRO criteria. Even is 

ICS were not incorporated as a coordination structure for the entire interagency, DoD 

could adapt the ISC to improve its own coordination by replacing the CMOC. DoD 

already participates in the ICS, during defense support to civil authority missions in the 

United States, which might increase the feasibility of this transition.  

Interagency coordination in stabilization and reconstruction operations (SRO) is a 

critical concern for improving the effectiveness of USG activities. This study evaluated 

six different coordination structures used for interagency coordination in SRO, and 

identified that adapting the Incident Command System to SRO would be the best method 

for improving interagency coordination. The ICS is a proven system that has been used 

domestically for the past five years, and is certainly adaptable to SRO. It would provide a 

better structure for coordination among interagency personnel to improve USG 

legitimacy, reach, expertise, responsiveness, and unity of effort in SRO. This study 

recommends a manner in which the ICS could be adapted in SRO and used for better 

interagency coordination. 

Significance of Thesis 

                                                 
1Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction (SIGIR), Quarterly Report to 

Congress, 31. 

2Ibid., 34-37. 
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GLOSSARY 

Civil-military operations: The activities of a commander that establish, maintain, 
influence, or exploit relations between military forces, governmental and 
nongovernmental civilian authorities, and the civilian populace (Joint Publication 
3-57). 

Indigenous actors: Tribal, village, and other host nation leaders and personnel who should 
be involved with (or even lead) reconstruction and stabilization efforts. 

Reconstruction: The process of rebuilding the economic and physical infrastructure of a 
country or territory where it has been damaged or destroyed to create the 
foundation for longer term development (The Office of the Coordinator for 
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) Pamphlet 5 Dec 2005) 

Stabilization: The process of making a country or territory unlikely to return to conflict or 
upheaval through the provision of public security (S/CRS Pam). 

Stability operations: Military operations outside the continental United States in 
conjunction with other elements of national power to maintain or reestablish a 
safe and secure environment, provide essential government services, emergency 
infrastructure reconstitution, and humanitarian relief. (JP 3-0) 

Tactical level: Military forces operating at Brigade, Battalion, and lower levels (FM 3-0).  

Unified action: The synchronization, coordination, and/or integration of the activities of 
governmental and nongovernmental entities with military operations to achieve 
unity of effort (JP 1). 

Unity of effort: Coordination and cooperation toward common objectives, even if the 
participants are not part of the same command or organization (JP 3-16). 

Village level: Operations conducted with village and tribal leaders. This includes all 
aspects of reconstruction and stabilization efforts, whether conducted by DoD or 
other agencies. 
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